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It was hypothesized that the dimensions of P. 
Hart^s rhetorical sensitivity scale — rhetorical sensitivity, noble 
self^ and rhetorical reflector— would correspond, respectiv^elyr to 
the categories of androgyny, masculinity, and femininity in Bem«s Sex 
Role Inventory- The two instruments were administered to 426 college 
students (211 men and 215 women). The theoretical hypothesss received 
mixed support. Rhetorical sensitivity was shared by women with low 
levels of masculinity, women with moderate femininity, and men with 
high levels of femininity. Noble selves included women higtx in 
masculinity and women high in femininity. Rhetorical reflectors 
included men high in femininity. Apparently, Hart's rhetorical 
sensitivity scale is based on communication competence as aoderation 
rather than behavioral flexibility: and it may be biased by the 
cultural preference for instrumentality. (RL) 
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Communication researchers creare instruments to concc: 

tualize and measure eff :-:ctiv£ social interacti-on . Recently 

1 2 
Hart has offered a speci:z.xc rrrdel, a unique ^.Tistniment , 

and a limited body of T:~r^'r. Er-rrr on rhetorical sensitivity. 

a new approach in under -^azic^^g eff:^ctive coiiiriuni.cati.c:i . 

Hart's original treatis.- haxi. as ±:~-s purpose, t: defz-ne 

'that type of rhetoric-:^ -^^.sitivit which we ieel makes ... -ictive 

^^ocial interaction mari-f pcssibl^^"^ The re^archrr orrnes 

:iat an "instTTumental" nv- : off .-sz the nos~ pc ter. _ ::.£il ' r 
-nders na: 'ing how to :^tz..ze hirria. . -anders^: andir.::: ^:.nc 

^sffect .- r ial cohesicT: " . oppc^_. ^ phil ::i:::'phy jf ? .-.ca- 
Ztsr. is u Deled "expr^^E- nf c ^—act — zed a a pc it^^n 

c > ' c^xpxession, 1 :nz mviiapriir ' TZhile ni^ se^oird 

active is not dir^- J/ ::riticizec , it '3 dismissed a s being 
J- -^ef y inan the -r>^rrt"^L:-::tal perspective 

rne -r -^srorically ^~^:s: i~e person is :t£:iL7ied as someor. 
rrharac lerizes himse. l: arr "-.erself as "a:^, -mndulating, fliu:- 

i.3£:ri._ig entity, always • ' t^ . always guessing, continuall}?- 

-7cinir:ing/ This de scrip—: :: : is similar tc the competent inter- 
ne, jnal communicator whc is .:haracteri2:^ elsewhere as someone 

vha is able to adapt apprcz,ri.Rtely to sinistional or environmental 

q 

vaxia :ions and changes, T:*_ve characteristrics distinguish the 

rdietorically sensitive per pre He or she 

(1) tries to accept rc?le-taking as p -rrr of the 
human condition, (2} ar:tempts to a^aii stylized 



vsrbal behavi r, (3) 15 =3r=cteri;.-_::ally willing 
z-' undergo trie strain of aczptarion, '-) seeks to 
di:=tinguish b. - i^een cil iii^rrnation avA information 
acceptable f-- ::onimuni cation , and (5) trries to 
--nderstand th at an idsj. c:..: rendcrec in mult • 
form ways . 

Th- "rhetoricallj as±i:i--^" per-.^n is ac— asted to ^ noble 
selves," who see "air,- -™-ati^. ~za^ rnex- pe-sonal nor ,:s 
as hypocritical, as a der , _ oJ; i-itcg-'ity, as a cardinal 
sin"-'--'- and the "rhetoric; L xs sector" who no self :r call 

his or her own." 

Demographiji data rrrir-i-s zt.^ rheviorical— sensirrrrf; 
person, the notle self air: tTie r>-eiioxical ri-,£aector. rr 
general, the picture that a^oxg'^s is rhat fne rhetorica-i;- 
sensitive person is more JLriraly :o be male r:hr.i female, zo 
be rich rather than poor, —c- oe. 2-3W i;i:steac ai high in athr__c 
identification, and to be Iiapiibl lca;ri or ine^T->endent rather 
than a Democrat. Noble sarvee re nan: distrirguishad by genaer, 
but are more likely to be Ir r-orrars rather :::-an Republicans 
more likely to be found in th- -isL. . a Unrted States, to 
live in urban rather than subi.rrr- : rural areas, to come 
from less financially secure fami_ie£, and to prize their 
ethnic identification. In concraac, rhe rhetorical reflectors 
are more likely to be female, aU, ccnservative , non- Jewish, 
laborers, non-easterners, and chnrc.:..rioers . ^"^ 
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In the same manner that Hart and his colleaguess offered 
a ne'.v conceptualization, and consequent measurement, of 
comnimication effectiveness, Bem offered a new perspective 
on psychological sex role. In the development of the Bem 
Sex Role Inventory, she relied on earlier conceptions of 
masculinity as a cognitive instrumentality and goal directedness 
which has a focus on self and getting the job done or the 
problem solved and femininity as an expressive, supportive, 
and affective orienration with a focus on concern for others, 
Bem was among the first to discuss psychological androgyny, 
or the integration of masculine and feminine attributes. Just 
as Hart favors the rhetorically sensitive person as more 
i-terpersonally effective than the noble self or the rhetorical 
reflector, Bem suggests that the androgynous person is more 
psychologically healthy. Empirical validation has recomm.ended 
androgyny as a desirable sex role outcome for both sexes. 

Androgynous individuals are "both masculine and feminine, 
both assertive and yielding, both instrumental and expressive-- 
depending on the social appropriateness of those behaviors . 
Androgynous persons are more independent from social pressures 
and more adaptable to varying situations than are others. Sex- 
typed individuals (masculine males or feminine females) are 



ERIC 



5 



more likely than are androgynous or cross- sexed persons 

(females who score high on masculinity and low on femininity 

or males who score high on femininity and low on masculinity) 

to prefer an activity simply because it is stereotypically 

sex-appropriate. Sex- typed persons are more likely to choose 

sex appropriate behaviors because they axe consistent with 

internalized sex-role standards and because psychological 

19 

discomfort results from cross- sexed behavior- The androgynous 
individual neither feels the pressure to conform nor is 
he or she limited to a narrow range of experiences- The 
Lack of conformity pressure added to the wide repertoire 
of behaviors allows the androgynous person to behave in 
situationally appropriate ways- 

Androgynous persons exhibit specific communication 
skills. They are rated as highly effective in assertiveness 
while undff erentiated subjects (persons who are low in femininity 
and are low in masculinity) were rated as highly inept and 
socially ineffective; sex-typed groups fell between the 
androgynous and undifferentiated groups. Androgynous 
and feminine- typed males demonstrated significantly more 
verbal and nonverbal responsiveness than did masculine- 
typed males; similarly, androgynous and feminine- typed females 
showed more responsiveness in an interpersonal setting than 
did masculine females. " Androgynous individuals demonstrate 
greater adaptability in their language across situations 
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— and they are nore acaptibl 
23 

While females report .^ipr-ir 
^ ':S than do males, masculine inaLes 
- - 'L^e scores than ^drogynous Tiiales 
differ from androgynous z^zales 
isaZly y feminine females report 
:7/ 'Hn^sion than do masculine ma^li^ ; 

' eport significantly different 
::}r. than androgynous females; and 

:r": less communication apprehensirm 
than feminine f eri.-:. 1 ;3 . "^"^ 

The per^ecti'rc: of great deal of research on androgyny, 
including tiart iri aoinmun: -ation, is that androgynous individuals 
excel becarjHS the are presumably more flexible and adaptive. 
To view aTzzi^gyny from r iiis perspective slips the concept 
into the szz:- kina of eval native framework that it rep „aced. 
Originally ^dragrny served the useful purpose of allcrrlng 
individual, L~:i be more complex than permitted by the mzsculine 
or f eminir^e drr-chcromy . Viewing persons as composites r f 
traits repl^ d this "either-or" perspective. The current 
tendency to p_ z androgy/nous subjects competitively agair.'it 
other sex-ty/p.es: simply produces another research melodrarra 

with a slig. tly different cast of characters. 



than do £.: :-ty;:e ^ sub'e. 
in their ^^jchinr d3i . - 
total self - ii£clz2ur£: i 
report lov^^nr rota.! ±\^;... 
and androg^- ous m^ ^.s 
in total <±:_. z.losirre 
greater corravanica-ricn ; 

androgynous r::ale5 ^' , r: 
c ommun i c a t i c: ap p rr ^ an _ 
androgynous remala:3 re 
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Furthermore, arc rogynous p .r,--ons are not superior in 
all respecta. Andrr :7nous and -:..zcu line -type individuals 
frequently do r :>t c . -"er signi-c_-a::-ly from each other, 
but feminine-ty z— iL undiffersmtii.ted persons tend to 
perform moro. p : _ . For insta--- , aigh self-esteem is 
related mainl; -die presence of masculine- typed behavior 
capabilities :: i : Lnimally to the presenca of feminine- typed 
eharacteristi In addition, nora stereotypically 

masculine tra ■ _ .:a feminine tr :s were rated as socially 
desirable by _-_lle2a students.^'' ven on some tasks that 
were designee, :o generate sterec oically feminine expres- 
siveness and . ffeczion, f eminine -tryped persons did not perform 
well. 28 

A number of explanations have been offered for the 
seeming superiority of androgyny and masculinity as contrasted 
with feminine and undifferentiated groups. Females who 
are high in femininity and low in masculinity may not only 

be inhibited in behaving ins trumen tally but expressively as 
29 

well. In other words, the absence of masculinity may 
represent "a behavioral deficit. 

A social desirability bias may account for the androgyny/ 
masculinity preference. Feminine- typed women may endorse 
feminine characteristics because they are expected to respond 
in this manner, but these characteristics may not really 
indicate their dominant response dispositions."^^ When they 
are placed in situations that call for nurturance, for instance, 

■8 



7 

they do not behave in this manner because the behavior has 
low probability for them* 

Finally, a hypothesis of differential social util-::y 

has been offered • Feminine- typed expressive behaviors 'riLy 
be less socially effecitive for a person than are masculine- 
typed behaviors; consequently, they simply do not le^d to 
positive outcomes as frequently. The superiority of ardrogyny, 
follovring this reasoning, results from the large nior rer 
of masculine traits that are endorsed, not because 7:he individual 
is endorsing both masculine and feminine traits. 

Masculine values and traits have been reinforced and 
emphasized in the history of speech communication through 
the emphasis of power, influence, and persuasion, and only 
recently has the feminine dimension, with its emphasis cri 

feelings, sensitivity, and concern for others, been given 
31 

credence • Hart and his colleagues responded to the cultural 

bias in favor or instrumentality in their overall theoretical 

32 

approach, and dismissed the expressive perspective. However, 
the individual dimensions of their instrument, rhetorical 
sensitivity, noble self, and rhetorical reflector, appear 
to correspond in their conceptualization to Bem*s categories 
of androgyny, masculinity, and femininity. To discover 
the relacionship between Bern's concept of "psychological 
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r ii««™v.iir.n M' on e f f ec t ivcne s s , " 
health" and Hart's cone r- of conimunication er 

the following predictir^ hypothesized; 

H^: Individuals wbr .-re high on androgyny will score 
significantly high^ ar. rhetorical sensitivity than 
will individuals wb^ are undifferentiated. 

Individuals vbc are high on masculinity will score 
significantly higher on noble, self than will individuals 
who are low on mascrulinity . 

H^: Individuals x-^o are high on femininity will score 
significantly higher on rhetorical reflector than will 
individuals who are low on femininity. 

METHOD 

Subjects were 426 students, 211 men and 215 women, 
enrolled in introductory speech communication courses at 
a large midwestern university. Each subject completed the 
rhetorical sensitivity scale and the Bem Sex Role Inventory. 
To help control for order effects, half of the subjects completed 
the rhetorical sensitivity scale first and half of the subjects 
completed the Bem scale first. 

The rhetorical sensitivy scale is based on the conceptions 
of the rhetorically sensitive, noble self, and rhetorical 
reflector given above. The scale allows independent measurement 
of these three types and subjects are classified as rhetorically 
sensitive, noble self, or rhetorical reflector. The self- 
report instrument includes forty items which each offer five likert- 
type options to the respondents, but the choices are weighted 
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differentially. Twenty-eight items measure rhetorical sensitivity. 
For example, a subject responding "sometimes true" to the 
following items would be scored as rhetorically sensitive: 
"If you're sure you're right, you should argue with a person 
who disagrees with you," If people would open up to each 
other the world would be better off," and "If a man cheats 
on his wife, he should tell her." Twenty-four items measure 
rhetorical reflector. For instance, a subject responding 
"almost never true" to the following items would be scored 
as rhetorically reflective: "A supervisor in a work situa- 
tion must be forceful in his or her communication with subordinates 
to be effective," "You should tell someone if you think 
they are giving you bad advice," and "Saying what you think 
is a sign of friendship." Twenty-four items measure noble 
self. For example, a subject responding "almost always 
true" to the following items would be scored as noble self: 
"When someone has an irritating habit, they should be told 
about it," "A person who speaks his or her gut feelings 
is to be admired," and "A friend who has bad breath should 
be told about it." Twelve items serve as fillers: "An idea 
can be communicated in many different ways," "When talking 
to others, you should drop all your defenses," and "No matter 
how hard you try, you just can't make friends with everyone." 
Single items on the rhetorical sensitivity scale may measure 
one dimension of rhetorical sensitivity or may measure two 
or three of the communication types. Internal and test- 

ERJC 11 
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retest reliability as well as criterion-related validity 

33 

have been reported. 

The Bern Sex Role Inventory is based on the conception 
of the sex-typed person as one who has internalized the societal 
sex-standard of desirable behavior. Social desirability, 
not differential endorsement, by men and women v/as used as 
Bern's standard. The scale allows independent measurement 
of masculinity and femininity. Subjects are identified as 
masculine, feminine, undifferentiated, or androgynous. The 
self-report instrument requests reactions to 60 personality 

characteristics that are each placed on a 7-point scale. 
Twenty adjectives describe masculine personality charac- 
teristics, e.g., self-reliant, independent; 20 adjectives 
describe feminine personality characteristics, e.g., gentle, 

understanding; and 20 adjectives are undifferentiated, e.g., 
happy, conceited, and serve as fillers. Bem reports high 
internal consistency, discriminant validity, test-retest 

reliability, and convergent validity when compared to other 

. . . . 34 

measures of masculinity-remininity . 

RESULTS 

The data base was comprised of the responses of 426 
subjects to the Bem Sex Role Inventory and the rhetorical 
sensitivity scale. The classification variables were femininity 
with three levels--low, medium, and high, masculinity with 
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three levels--low, mediiom, and high, and sex with two levels-- 
male and female. While the bem is normally dichotomized, 
rather than trichotomized, the masculinity and femininity 
scales were divided into three groups. This trichotomization 
was a compromise between the typical dichotomization which 
is wasteful of continual data and performing regression 
analysis which is difficult to interpret and explain. 
An analysis of variance in a 3 X 3 X 2 completely randomized 
factorial design was performed for each of the scores from 
the rhetorical sensitivity scale--rhetorical sensitivity, 
noble self, and rhetorical ref lector--f or all subjects. 

A signifcant difference occurred on rhetorical sensitivity 
for femininity (F = 3.26; d.f. - 2,408; p^.OA), masculinity 
(F = 7.29; d.f. = 2,A08; p-^T.OOl), and the interaction of 
sex and femininity (F = 3 . 59 ; d. f . = 2 , AOS ; p< . 03) . A 
significant difference occurred on noble self for masculinity 
(F 9.4A; d.f. = 2, AOS; p^.0003) and for the interaction 
of sex and masculinity (F = 5.97; d.f. = 2, AOS; p.c:.003). 
A significant difference occurred on rhetorical reflector 
for sex (F = A. 95; d.f. = 1,A0S; .02) , femininity (F 
- 5.09; d.f. - 2, AOS; p-i£;.007), and the interaction of sex 
and femininity (F = 6.5A; d.f. = 2, AOS; p^.002). 

In each analysis of variance, sex interacted with at 
least one other variable. As a consequence, subjects were 
divided on the basis of sex, and analyses of variance in 
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a 3 X 3 completely randomized factorial design were run 
for the three scales of the rhetorical sensitivity scale. 
Table 1 provides the analysis of variance for rhetorical 

(PLACE TABLE 1 HERE.) 

sensitivity for men which shows a significant difference 
on femininity. Table 2 provides the analysis of variance 

(PLACE TABLE 2 HERE.) 

for noble self for men and shows no significant differences. 
Table 3 provides the analysis of variance for rhetorical 

(PLACE TABLE 3 HERE.) 

reflector for men and shows a significant difference on 
femininity. Table A provides the analysis of variance for 

(PLACE TABLE A HERE.) 

rhetorical sensitivity for women and includes a significant 
difference on the dimensions of femininity and on masculinity. 
7Jable 5 provides the analysis of variance for noble self 

(PLACE TABLE 5 HERE.) 

for women which shows significant differences on both feminin- 
ity and masculinity. Table 6 provides the analysis of variance 
for rhetorical reflector for women which shows no significant 
differences . 

(PLACE TABLE 6 HERE.) 
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A significant difference occurred on femininity for 

men on rhetorical sensitivity and rhetorical reflector. 

35 

Tukey's HSD test was used to further analyze these differences. 
Men who are high in femininity are significantly higher in 
rhetorical sensitivity than are men who are low in femininity 
(H.S.D. = 2.87; d.f. = 202; observed difference = 4.27) 
and men who are high in femininity are significantly higher 
in rhetorical reflector than are men who are low in femininity 
(H.S.D. = 1.49; d.f. = 202; observed difference = 1.94). 
Men who are high in femininity are significantly higher 
than are men who are moderate in femininity on the rhetorical 
sensitivity dimension (H.S.D. = 2.87; d.f. = 202; observed 
difference = 3.36) and on the rhetorical reflector dimension 
(H.S.D. = 1.49; d.f. = 202; observed difference = 1.87). 

The significant difference that occurred on both femininity 
and maculinity for women on rhetorical sensitivity and noble 
self was also examined with Tukey's HSD test. Women who are high 
in femininity are significantly lower on rhetorical sensitivity 
than are women who are moderate in femininity (H.S.D. = 
2.32; 206 d.f.; observed difference = 3.98). Women who 
are high in femininity are significantly higher on noble 
self than are women who are moderate in femininity (H.S.D. 
= 2.27; 206 d.f.; observed difference =3.02). Women who 
are high in femininity are significantly lower in rhetorical 
sensitivity than are women who are low in femininity (H.S.D. 
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= 2.32; 206 d.f.; observed difference = 2.60). Women who 
are high in masculinity are significantly lower on rhetorical 
sensitivity than are women who are low in masculinity (H.S.D. 
= 2.29; 206 d.f.; observed difference = 4.7A). Women who 
are high in masculinity are significantly higher on noble 
self than are women who are low in masculinity (H.S.D = 
2.22; 206 d.f.; observed difference = 5.44). Women who 
are high in masculinity are significantly lower than are 
women who are moderate in masculinity for rhetorical sensitivity 
(H.S.D. = 2.29; 206 d.f.; observed difference = 4.22). Women 
who are high in masculinity are significantly higher than 
women who are moderate in masculinity on noble self (H.S.D. 
- 2.22; 206 d.f., observed difference = 4.28). 

Correlation coefficients were also computed. A negative 
correlation (-.74) was found between rhetorical sensitivity 

and noble self, which is consistent with the findings of Hart 

36 

and his colleagues, but represents a smaller degree of 

relationship. Hart found a clear inverse relationship between 

rhetorical sensitivity and rhetorical reflection, but no 

relationship between the noble self and rhetorical reflection 

scales. In this study, inverse relationships were established 

between rhetorical sensitivity and rhetorical reflection 

(-.21) and betv/een noble self and rhetorical reflection 
(-.29). Regression analysis and factor analysis were also 

run on these variables and generally confirmed the findings 

of the analysis of variance that is reported in this article. 

16 
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DISCUSSION 

The theoretical hypotheses received mixed support. The 
predicted interaction between masculinity and femininity on 
rhetorical sensitivity was not found. Instead, as women decreased 
in masculinity, they were shown to increase in rhetorical sensitivity. 
Women who were moderate in femininity were high in rhetorical 
sensitivity, while women who were low in femininity were 
moderate in rhetorical sensitivity; women who were high 
in femininity were low in rhetorical sensitivity. In addition, 
men who were high in femininity were high in rhetorical 
sensitivity. 

The' two findings --that women low in femininity and 
that men high in femininity- -are high in rhetorical sensitivity 
add some support to the initial hypothesis. Men who endorse 
characteris^tics that are related to the opposite sex and 
women who refuse to endorse characteristics that are appropriate 

for their own sex are higher in rhetorical sensitivity. These 
persons are not endorsing traditionally appropriate characteristics 
for their own sex and may be exhibiting more behavioral 
flexibility. 

The second hypothesis, that noble self would be related 
to masculinity, received support for women but not for men- 

As women increase in masculinity, they increase in noble self. 
In addition, as women increase in femininity, they increase 
in noble self. Women who are high in masculinity or high in 
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femininity score highest on the noble self dimension. The 
third hypothesis, that rhetorical reflector would be related 
to femininity, received support for men, but not for women. 
As men increased in femininity, they increased on the dimension 
of rhetorical reflector. 

Rhetorical sensitivity appears to be a different construct 
than androgyny although the two have been defined in similar 
ways. The lack of relationship between rhetorical sensitivity 
and androgyny does not allow this research to add criterion- 
referenced validity to the rhetorical sensitivity scale. 
An examination of the scoring procedures on the two scales 
suggests a rationale. In order to score high on rhetorical 
sensitivity, an individual must select the midpoint on a 
five point scale on twenty-eight items; in order to be cate- 
gorized as androgynous, a subject must endorse a large number 
of feminine and masculine characteristics by responding 
to the end points of a 7-point scale. Previous research 
suggests that subjects will typically respond to the midpoint 
or the extremes of scales as a funct±on of factors other 
than the specific item. For instance, women tend to be 
less conservative in their completion of scaled items than 
do men.*^^ The lack of relationship between androgyny and 
rhetorical sensitivity might be explained simply as a matter 
of difference in scale construction. 

A related explanation is suggested by the demographic 
characteristics of rhetorically sensitive individuals. The 
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rhetorically sensitive person is someone who is low in ethnic 
identification, more likely male than female, more likely 
wealthy and Republican. The picture that emerges is someone 
who is "socially correct." Indeed, it has been suggested that 
rhetorical sensitivity is a "luxury which comes with acculturation 
and economic security and finds special favor with those 
who resist ideological extremes. "^^ Rhetorical sensitivity 
may be more of an instr\imental artifact than an indicator 
of effective communication. Moderation, rather than flexibility, 
appears to be measured by rhetorical sensitivity. This 
explanation is strengthened by the findings that as women 
decrease in masculinity, they increase in rhetorical sensitivity 
and the finding that women who are moderate in femininity 
are highest in rhetorical sensitivity. 

A final explanation is suggested by the content of 
the items on the rhetorical sensitivity instrument. Virtually 
all of the items that are coded rhetorical sensitive, noble 
self, and rhetorical reflector deal with candor or contentiousness, 
two dimensions of assertiveness according to recent research. 
In other words, the rhetorical sensitivity scale may simply 
be measuring dimensions of assertiveness rather than competence 
in interpersonal communication. Rhetorical sensitivity 
may be measuring a far more narrow construct than that which 
than that which it proports to measure. 
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Earlier research which suggested that femininity was 
dysfunctional received support in this study. Women who were 
highest in femininity were significantly lower on the rhetorical 
sensitivity dimension (the preferred mode); women high in 
femininity were high on noble self (an undesired characteristic) ; 
and men who were high in femininity scored high on rhetorical 
reflector (an undesirable outcome). From this study it 
appears that persons who are highest in femininity score 
in the wrong direction on the three dimensions, with the 
exception of men who score high on femininity and are categorized 
as rhetorically sensitive. 

This study predicted that, individuals high in masculinity 
would score high on noble self and that individuals high 
in fem.ininity would score high on rhetorical reflector. 

These results were only partially confirmed. Women who 

were high in masculinity were categorized as significantly 

higher on noble self and men who were high on femininity 

were categorized as significantly higher on rhetorical reflector. 

In other words, persons who deviate from the norm of accepted 

sex role categorization also fall into deviant communication 

categories. Apparently, men who are masculine and women 

who are feminine are within a larger category of ''socially 

approved" behavior and the "socially correct" nature of 

the rhetorical sensitivity scale confounds the results. 
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The rhet ^rical sensitivity scale and the Bem Sex Role 
Inventory were examined in this study. The predictions 
that androgynous individuals would be rhetorically sensit:^ 
that masculine people would rate high on noble self, and 
that feminine persons would score high on rhetorical reflector 
voere only partially confirmed. Rhetorical sensitivity is 
shared by women with low levels of masculinity, women with 
moderate femininity and men with high levels of femininity. 
Noble selves include women high in masculinity and women 
high in femininity. Rhetorical reflectors include men high 
in femininr-/. The rhetorical sensitivity scale appears 
to be based on communication competence as moderation rather 
than behavioxal flexibility and may be biased by the cultural 
preference for instrumental il ty . 
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TABLE 1 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
OF RHETORICAL SENSITIVITY 
FOR MEN 



Source of 
Variation 


Sum of 
Squares 


df 


Mean 
Square 


p'r.-F 


Femininity 


653.4 


2 


326.7 


.0027* 


Masculinity 


137.8 


2 


68.9 


.2686 


Femininity X 
Masculinity 


171.6 


4 


42.9 


.5145 


Error 


11507.3 


202 


52.2 






TABLE 


2 








ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 








, , OF NOBLE 


SELF 








FOR MEN 








Source of 
Variation 


Sum of 
Squares 


df 


Mean 
Square 


p->F 


Femininity 


240.3_ 


2 


120.2 


.0603 


Masculinity 


76.1 


2 


38.1 


.5862 


Femininity X 
Masculinity 


263.3 


4 


65.8 


.1897 


Error 


8612.7 


202 


42.6 





TABLE 3 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
OF RHETORICAL REFLECTOR 
FOR MEN 



Source of 
Variation 


Sum of 
Squares 


df 


Mean 
Square 


p-;-F 


Femininity 


153.6 


2 


76.8 


.0054* 


Masculinity 


14.6 


2 


7.3 


. J 26 


Femininity X 
Masculinity 


42.2 


4 


13.0 


.5465 


Error 


2858.2 


202 


14.1 





TABLE 4 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
OF RHETORICAL SENSITIVITY 
FOR WOMEN 





Source of 
Variation 


Sum of 
Squares 


df 


Mean 
Square 


p-r-F 



Femininity 


579.2 


2 


289.6 


.0006* 


Masculinity 


"955.5 


2 


477.7 


.0001* 


Femininity X 
Masculinity 


-45.4 


4 


-11.4 


1.0000 


Error 


7133.1 


206 


34.6 
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TABLE 5 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
OF NOBLE SELF 

FOR WOMEN 

Source of Sum of Mean 

Variation Squares df Square P'P'F 



Femininity 


331.5 


2 


165.8 


.0076* 


Masculinity 


1158.8 


2 


579.4 


.0001* 


Femininity X 
Masculinity 


-45.6 


4 


-n 4 


1 0000 


Error 


6795.0 


206 


32.9 






TABLE 
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 








OF RHETORICAL 


REFLECTOR 








FOR WOMEN 






Source of 
Variation 


Sum of 
Squares 


df 


Mean 
Square 


p^F 


Femininity 


13.5 


2 


6.7 


.5166 


Masculinity 


7.9 


2 


3.9 


.6818 


Femininity X 
Masculinity 


17.9 


4 


4.5 


.7779 


Error 


2070.4 


206 


10.0 
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